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to evade some troublesome formal requirement of their lex
domicilii.1 The leading authority upon the matter is Simonin v.
Mal/ac.2
Two domiciled French persons contracted a marriage in London
which, though valid according to English law, would have been void if
tested by French law, since the parental consent required by the Code
Napoleon had not been obtained. The wife later petitioned for a decree
of nullity of marriage.
The court dismissed the petition, for since the necessary
consent, as we have seen,3 was a formality required by French
law and nothing more, its absence could not affect a marriage
contracted in England. The Judge Ordinary, in delivering the
unanimous judgment of the court, could discover no judicial
decision or dictum, no opinion among writers of authority,
which controverted the principle that in all circumstances the
law of the country where a marriage is solemnized shall alone
govern its formal validity. So the fact that a person is disabled
by his foreign lex domicilii from marrying otherwise than in
accordance with the formalities of that law will not be held by
the English courts to invalidate a marriage contracted by him
in England according to English law,4
Exceptions
to the
principle
locus regil
There are, however, certain exceptional cases in which
English law recognizes the validity of a marriage, notwith-
standing a failure to observe the formalities of the lex loci
celebrationis. These exceptions to the general principle may be
grouped as follows.
(\) Marriages under the Foreign Marriage Acts,(1892 to ^947*)
Foreign     The Foreign Marriage Act, 1892, provides that a marriage
rftmue between parties, one of whom at least is a British subject,,*
solemnized before a 'marriage officer' in a foreign country in
the manner prescribed by the Act, shall be as valid as if it had
been solemnized in the United Kingdom with a due obser-
vance of all forms required by law.6 The persons who may
be appointed marriage officers include British Ambassadors,
Governors, High Commissioners, and Consuls.7
1	The Gretna Green Cases* supra, p. 56, note 3.
2	(1860), 2 Sw. & Tr. 67.	3 Supra, p. 56.
« Papedopwhsv. Papadopoutos, [1930] P. 55; Ckttiv. Cketti, [1909] P. 67.
5 The Act, therefore, does not extend to a British-protected person, e,g,
natives of British protectorates; of protected States; of Indian States; or of
mandated territories,
* S'x-	7 S. ii.

